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Lessons from the No Child Left Behind Act in Five States 



Key Findings and Recommendations 

Restructuring is the last stage of school improvement 
under the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). This 
federal sanction seeks to dramatically reform or shut 
down schools that have failed to make adequate yearly 
progress (AYP) in raising student achievement for five 
or more consecutive years. A rising number of schools 
have entered restructuring, and many schools remain 
stalled in restructuring for multiple years. In California’s 
Grant Union High School District, for example, some 
schools remained in restructuring for two or more years 
even though the district and schools had taken all the 
actions required by federal law. District officials decided 
to “restructure restructuring,” said Rick Carder, for- 
merly the district’s director of state and federal pro- 
grams. “We evaluate what’s working and what isn’t.” As 
a result. Grant completely changed tactics in one of its 
schools. Evidence from this study by the Center on 
Education Policy (CEP) suggests that it is time to take 
a similar look at restructuring nationally. 

This study synthesizes findings from our research on 
NCLB restructuring in five states with relatively large 
numbers of schools in restructuring; California, 
Georgia, Maryland, Michigan, and Ohio. These states 
were chosen because they had well-established account- 
ability systems that allowed them to identify schools for 
restructuring earlier than many other states. In addition, 
these states represent a variety of geographic areas. Our 
research looked at restructuring at the state level. We 
also conducted in-depth case studies of 19 districts with 
schools in restructuring in these states and 42 schools 
within these districts. Individual reports on all five states 
are available on our Web site (www.cep-dc.org). 

This study focuses on restructuring activities in the five 
states through school year 2007-08. At the time this 
report was completed, not all of these states had 
released the total numbers of schools in restructuring 
for school year 2008-09, so numbers for that school 
year are not included. 



KEY FINDINGS 

Our analysis yielded several key findings, listed below, 

about NCLB restructuring at the national, state, and 

local levels. 

National Finding 

• More schools have entered restructuring, and 
many remain in that status for multiple years. 

According to our analysis of state and federal 
records, more than 3,500 schools, or about 7% of 
all Title P schools, were in the planning or imple- 
mentation phase of restructuring in school year 
2007-08. This represents an increase of more than 
50% from 2006-07, when the U.S. Department of 
Education (ED) reported that 2,302 schools, or 
about 4% of all Title I schools, were in restructur- 
ing. Furthermore, in the five states we studied, just 
19% of the schools that were implementing 
restructuring made adequate yearly progress based 
on 2006-07 tests. The vast majority of restructur- 
ing schools in the five states studied are in urban 
districts, and some schools have been in restructur- 
ing for as long as four years. The NCLB law does 
not specify any additional actions for schools that 
remain in the implementation phase of restructur- 
ing for more than one year, and ED has offered lit- 
tle guidance on what to do about persistently 
struggling schools. 

State-Level Findings 

• The so-called “any-other” restructuring option 
is the most popular of the five options in federal 
law, but its implementation varies. Most restruc- 
turing schools (86% to 96%) in the five states stud- 
ied used the any-other option, which allows schools 
and districts to take any major action, aside from 
the four more specific options in the NCLB law, 
that will produce fundamental change in school 
governance. However, state interpretations of the 
any-other option varied widely. Michigan and 




’ Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act as amended by NCLB provides funds to school districts to educate low-achieving children attending 
schools in low-income areas. 
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Ohio, for example, encouraged schools to employ 
“turnaround” specialists as their interpretation of 
the any-other option, while Maryland has barred 
schools entering restructuring after 2006-07 from 
choosing a turnaround specialist as their restructur- 
ing strategy. Implementation at the school level also 
varied among our 42 case study schools. 

• States have very different methods of distributing 
funds from the Tide I 4% set-aside for school 
improvement Because the amount of funding for 
this set-aside depends largely on the number of low- 
income children in the state rather than on the num- 
ber of Title I schools in improvement, the amount of 
funding available per school varied widely across the 
five states studied. Perhaps as a result, states use a 
range of distribution methods. All five states send a 
sizeable share of their Title I school improvement 
funds to districts, often to be distributed to schools, 
and reserve a small amount for state-level activities. 
California, Georgia, and Michigan send a portion to 
regional agencies, which then provide services to 
schools in improvement. California also gives prior- 
ity for these funds to schools that have been targeted 
for state monitoring and to districts that are in cor- 
rective action or have large numbers of schools in 
improvement; thus, not all schools in restructuring 
may receive set-aside funds. Ohio directs these set- 
aside funds primarily to districts with the largest 
numbers and percentages of students that have failed 
to meet state AYP targets. 

• The five states we studied varied greatly in the 
supports they offered restructuring schools. Some 
of these differences are probably due to the differ- 
ences in the amount of funding for school improve- 
ment and numbers of schools in improvement. The 
states did not, however, fall into a clear continuum 
of weak to strong support. Four of the states spon- 
sored extra professional development events to help 
schools and districts with restructuring and school 
improvement. In addition, three of these states pro- 
vided on-site technical assistance to some restructur- 
ing schools and gave more intense support and 
monitoring to schools that have been implementing 
restructuring plans for multiple years. Two states 
offered ongoing extra professional development 
specifically for some principals of restructuring 
schools. And two states provided on-site leadership 
coaches or facilitators for schools in restructuring. 



• Results of restructuring varied significantly by 
state but not by federal restructuring strategy. 

Our analysis of five states showed that significantly 
larger percentages of restructuring schools in 
Michigan and Georgia made AYP than in other 
states. Although it was not possible to determine the 
precise reasons for these variations, they were prob- 
ably related to differences among states in their con- 
tent standards, test difficulty, and definitions of 
“proficient” performance, as well as differences in 
funding and state policies for restructuring. Still, 
none of the five federal restructuring options were 
associated with a greater likelihood of a school mak- 
ing AYP overall or in reading or math alone. In 
other words, there is no statistical reason to suspect 
that any one of the federal restructuring options is 
more effective than another in helping schools make 
AYP In addition, none of the staff we interviewed in 
schools that had exited restructuring could point to 
a single strategy that they believed was the key to 
improving student achievement. 

District- and School-Level Findings 

• Regardless of which federal restructuring option 
they had chosen, restructuring schools used 
some common strategies to raise student 
achievement. All 42 case study schools reported 
using data for instructional decision making. The 
majority also provided tutoring to struggling stu- 
dents and employed some type of instructional or 
leadership coach. 

• Replacing staff at restructuring schools sometimes 
had unintended negative consequences. Some prin- 
cipals in our case smdy schools reported being unable 
to replace staff with qualified teachers. Others spent so 
much rime over the summer hiring staff that they had 
litde time to plan for the new school year and, there- 
fore, got off to a rocky start. Finally, union regulations 
sometimes compromised successful restaffing. Most 
case study schools that did successfully replace staff 
had a large pool of applicants, a plan or vision for the 
school that allowed it to overcome its past reputation 
as a “failing school,” help from the teachers’ union to 
resolve stumbling blocks in the contract, and effective 
hiring systems that did not rely on principals alone to 
recruit and interview applicants. The experience of 
some case smdy schools in Maryland also suggests that 
the downsides of staff replacement dissipate over time. 



• Case study schools that missed AYP targets due 
to the performance of specific student sub- 
groups rather than to overall performance still 
directed considerable resources to all students. 

Our case study schools that missed AYP targets 
solely because of subgroup performance typically 
provided special programs to help raise achieve- 
ment for students in traditionally underserved sub- 
groups. But their focus on subgroups has been less 
intense than might be expected, given the attention 
NCLB places on subgroups. All case study schools 
that missed targets due to subgroups still had initia- 
tives to raise achievement for all students and 
devoted considerable resources toward this end. 

• Principals and teachers at case study schools 
that have raised student achievement enough to 
exit restructuring remained concerned about 
maintaining progress. At least one staff member 
in each case study school expressed concern about 
maintaining achievement gains and continuing to 
make AYP, particularly since state AYP targets will 
keep rising until they reach NCLBs ultimate goal 
of 1 00% of students scoring at the proficient level 
on state tests by 2014. Maintaining student 
achievement in schools that have exited restructur- 
ing is also difficult because these schools often lose 
some of their resources, including special funding 
for school improvement. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

CEP makes the following recommendations for refining 

the restructuring process for low-performing schools: 

• Policymakers should expand the federal options 
for restructuring and encourage states to create 
state-specific strategies. Since no single option 
appears to be more effective than another, more fed- 
eral options rather than fewer would be optimal at 
this point. In defining broad federal options, policy- 
makers should consider strategies that have been 
cited as effective in school improvement research, 
including this study, such as using data to identify 
areas of student weaknesses and providing tutoring 
for struggling students. States should then take 
responsibility for creating state-specific options for 
restructuring and should require schools to choose 
multiple, coordinated restructuring strategies. These 
strategies might vary by state. For example, whether 



a state requires the district or school to employ some 
type of coach or turnaround specialist should 
depend in part on whether there are enough quali- 
fied people in the state to fill the position. 

• States need to step up efforts to monitor restruc- 
turing implementation. This monitoring is essen- 
tial both to ensure that schools actually implement 
the actions in their restructuring plan and to learn 
more about what works in restructuring and what 
doesn’t. Some of this monitoring might be done 
through regional educational agencies or outside 
evaluation organizations. States might learn more 
about how to monitor restructuring from the expe- 
riences of Georgia, Michigan, and Maryland. 

• Federal and state ofiScials need to consider policies 
to address schools that remain in restructuring. 

Because implementing school reform initiatives 
takes more than one year, these policies should not 
require schools to make changes every year, but 
instead should require monitoring schools’ imple- 
mentation of their restructuring plans, giving prom- 
ising strategies time to work, and changing course 
when strategies are clearly ineffective. Policymakers 
could learn from Michigan and Georgia’s efforts to 
address the needs of schools that remain in restruc- 
turing for multiple years. 

• Unless certain criteria are met, restructuring 
schools should not choose to replace staff, and 
states should not recommend this option. Griteria 
could include assurances that 1) districts have the 
capacity to help the school advertise and interview 
for open staff positions; 2) the region around the 
school has enough qualified candidates who might 
apply for open positions; and 3) the district, perhaps 
with state assistance, can negotiate with the teachers’ 
union to remove potential obstacles to restaffmg. 

• States and districts should work to help main- 
tain student achievement in schools that exit 
restructuring. When schools that exit restructur- 
ing prematurely lose the supports that helped them 
succeed, this could create a revolving door of 
schools that improve, only to fail again. States and 
districts should help schools adequately plan to 
replace these funds and services and should con- 
tinue to funnel funds and services to these schools 
until they are able to maintain achievement. 
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Study Methods and Background 

The primary research for this study was conducted 
from the summer of 2007 through the summer of 
2008 by four CEP consultants: Caitlin Scott, Brenda 
Neuman-Sheldon, Maureen Kelleher, and Elizabeth 
Duffrin. Five states — California, Georgia, Maryland, 
Michigan, and Ohio — participated in the study, as did 
19 districts and 42 schools within those five states. 
Table 1 lists the participating districts and schools. 

Our research is based largely on interviews with state 
department of education officials and with district and 
school staff in all five states. In these interviews, individu- 
als reflected on the results of restrucmring from 2006-07 
and the restrucmring initiatives carried out during 2007- 
OS. We also analyzed restrucmring documents and data 
from the state, district, and school levels in the five states. 

This study is also informed by the individual reports 
CEP has issued on restructuring in the five states over 
multiple years. These include three reports on 
California (CEP, 2006a; 2007a; 2008a), three on 
Maryland (CEP 2006b; 2007c; 2008e), four on 



Michigan (CEP, 2004; 2005; 2007b; 2008b), and one 
each on Ohio (2008d) and Georgia (2008c). 

CEP chose to study restructuring in these five states 
because they had already begun implementing test- 
based accountability systems and calculating AYP 
under the Improving Americas Schools Act (lASA) of 
1994, the federal law that preceded NCLB. As a result, 
these states had schools reach the restructuring phase 
of NCLB sooner than most other states. As other states 
see more schools enter restructuring, they can learn 
from the experiences of these states in the vanguard. 

Districts participating in CEP’s restructuring studies 
were chosen with guidance from their state depart- 
ments of education. In the initial year of each state 
study, we asked the state department of education to 
provide a list of districts that were implementing 
restructuring strategies as intended by the state. We 
then invited districts to participate that represented 
both the variety of communities served by restructuring 
schools across the state and the diversity of approaches 
being used to restructure schools. In districts with more 
than one school in restructuring, local district person- 
nel chose the schools to participate in this study. 



Table i. 


States, Districts, and Schools Participating in CEP’s Restructuring Studies, 2007-08 


State 


District 


District Type 


School 


Years in NCLB 
Improvement 


California 




Grant joint Union 


Suburban 


Martin Luther King junior High 


7 








Grant Union High School 


6 




Oakland Unified 


Urban 


Cox Charter Elementary 


7 








New Highland Elementary 


7 








Sobrante Park Elementary 


0 * 








Whittier/Greenleaf Elementary 


7 




Palmdale Union 


Suburban 


Palm Tree Elementary 


0 * 








Yucca Elementary 


7 




Tahoe Truckee Unified 


Rural 


North Tahoe Middle 


6 


Georgia 




Atlanta Public Schools 


Urban 


Long Middle 


5 








Kennedy Middle 


7 




Muscogee County School District 


Urban 


Baker Middle 


8 








Eddy Middle 


8 




Stewart County School District 


Rural 


Stewart-Quitman High School 


8 



continued... 






Table 1. 


States, Districts, and Schools Participating in CEP’s Restructuring Studies, 2007-08 (cont.) 










Years in NCLB 


State 


District 


District Type 


School 


Improvement 


Maryland 




Anne Arundel County Public Schools 


Suburban 


Annapolis High School 


4 




Baltimore City Public Schools 


Urban 


Guilford Elementary/Middle 


8 








Mary E. Rodman Elementary 


8 








Morrell Park Elementary/Middle 


6 








Thurgood Marshall High School 


7 




Baltimore County Public Schools 


Suburban 


Woodlawn Middle 


5 




Prince George’s County Public Schools 


Suburban 


Arrowhead Elementary 


5 








Bladensburg Elementary 


0* 








Charles Carroll Middle 


8 








G. Gardner Shugart Middle 


8 


Michigan 




Detroit Public Schools 


Urban 


William Beckham Elementary Academy 


5 








Cerveny Middle 


6 








Cleveland Intermediate/High School 


7 




Flint Community Schools 


Urban 


Central Foundations Academy (7-8) 


6 








Northwestern Foundations Academy (7-8) 


6 








Southwestern Foundations Academy (7-8) 


6 




Flarrison Community Schools 


Rural 


Hillside Elementary 


0* 




Willow Run Community Schools 


Suburban 


Willow Run Middle 


0* 








Willow Run High School 


4 


Ohio 




Cleveland Metropolitan School District 


Urban 


East High School 


4 








East Technical High School 


4 








Marshall High School 


4 




Cincinnati Public Schools 


Urban 


John P. Parker Elementary (K-8) 


7 








Reese E. Price Elementary (K-8) 


6 








Taft Elementary (K-8) 


8 




Mansfield City Schools 


Urban 


Newman Elementary 


4 








Malabar Middle School (7-8) 


4 




Mount Vernon City Schools 


Rural 


Mount Vernon Middle 


4 



Table reads: In California, the suburban district of Grant Joint Union participated in CEP’s study of restructuring, as did two of its schools: Martin 
Luther King junior High (in year 7 of NCLB improvement) and Grant Union High School (in year 6 of improvement). 




’‘Schools in “year 0” had been in restructuring but had exited school improvement prior to school year 2007-08. 



Sources: CEP, 2008a; 2008b; 2008c; 2008d; 2008e. 
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Identification of Schools in 
Restructuring and Federal Sanctions 

The No Child Left Behind Act requires all states to test vir- 
tually all students annually in reading/language arts and 
mathematics in grades 3 through 8, plus once during high 
school. It also requires all schools and districts to meet tar- 
gets for adequate yearly progress that place them on track 
for ensuring that 100% of students will be academically 
proficient by 2014. States, however, are allowed to set their 
own yearly testing targets with approval from ED. As a 
result, states currently have different requirements for the 



percentages of students who must score at the proficient 
level or above on these tests for a school to make AYE 

Table 2 shows the state percentage proficient targets 
for 2006-07 testing in the five states studied. Not only 
do the targets vary by state, but the tests themselves are 
different in their content, difficulty, format, and scor- 
ing scales. In addition, the standards outlining the con- 
tent students are expected to learn in each state are 
different. For these reasons, one cannot assume that 
schools in a state like California, which had the lowest 
AYP target for 2006-07 testing, had an easier time 
meeting the California target than schools in states 
with higher targets, as discussed below. 



Table 2. 


Percentage of Students That Had to Score At or Above the Proficient Level on 2006-07 
State Tests for CA, GA, MD, Ml, and OH Schools to Make AYP 


State 


Level 


Reading 


Math 


California 




Elementary/Middle 


24.4% 


26.5% 




High School 


22.3% 


20.9% 


Georgia 




Elementary/Middle 


66.7% 


58.3% 




High School 


84.7% 


68.6% 


Maryland 




Elementary (K-5) 


67.2% 


63.9% 




Elementary (K-8) 


66.7% 


57.0% 




Middle 


66.3% 


50.0% 




High School 


52.2% 


38.6% 


Michigan* 




Elementary 


48% 


56% 




Middle 


43% 


43% 




High School 


52% 


44% 


Ohio 




Grade 3 


71.2% 


60.6% 




Grade 4 


68.3% 


67.1% 




Grade 5 


63.8% 


49.6% 




Grade 6 


75.8% 


55.1% 




Grade 7 


68.6% 


47.3% 




Grade 8 


73.8% 


47.5% 




Grade 10 


71.8% 


60.0% 



Table reads: On the state tests administered in school year 2006-07 in California, 24.4% of students at the elementary and middle school levels 
had to score at or above the proficient level to make AYP in reading. In math, the required percentage proficient was 26.5%. 




*ln Michigan, the state target for the percentage proficient varies based on a system that weights these percentages by grade level. The overall 
state grade span targets, shown in this table, give a rough idea of targets for schools in general. 

Sources: California Department of Education, 2006; Georgia Department of Education, 2007b; Maryland Department of Education, 2008; Michigan 
Department of Education, 2007; Ohio Department of Education, 2008. 









In addition to meeting the percentage proficient targets, 
schools must also meet other targets to make AYP in these 
states, including a 95% testing participation target and 
state-determined attendance and graduation rate targets. 

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
provides federal aid to school districts to educate low- 
achieving children in low-income schools. Under the 
amendments made to Tide I by NCLB, schools and 
districts that receive Title I funds and have not made 
AYP for two consecutive years are identified for 
improvement and subject to sanctions. If a school con- 
tinues to fall short of AYP targets and remains in 
improvement status, the sanctions progress from offer- 
ing public school choice in year 1 of improvement, to 
providing tutoring services in year 2, to undertaking 
“corrective action” in year 3. After five consecutive years 
of not making AYP, schools must plan for restructuring 
(year 4 of improvement). After sk consecutive years of 
not making AYP, schools must implement their restruc- 
turing plans (year 5 of improvement). To exit restruc- 
turing, a school must make AYP for two consecutive 
years. Neither the NCLB statute nor the U.S. 
Department of Education regulations offer guidance 
for what happens to schools beyond year 5 of improve- 
ment (the first year of restructuring implementation). 

While states are not required to identify non-Title I 
schools for NCLB improvement or to enforce sanctions 
for non-Title I schools, some choose to do so. Of the five 
states in our study, four — Georgia, Ohio, Maryland, and 
Michigan — identify both Tide I and non-Title I schools 
for improvement under NCLB. Georgia, Maryland, and 
Ohio also require non-Tide I schools to implement 
restructuring, but Michigan does not. California neither 
determines the improvement status of nor applies sanc- 
tions to non-Tide I schools. 



Numbers of Schools in Restructuring 

Due to differences in state accountability systems in 2002, 
when NCLB was signed into law, states had schools reach 
the restructuring stage at different times. States with well- 
established accountability systems, such as the five states 
in our smdy, identified schools for restrucmring earlier 
than other states. In a few states — Nebraska, New 
Hampshire, Vermont, and Wyoming — no school had 
reached the restructuring phase of NCLB sanctions by 



2007-08 (U.S. Department of Education, 2008; New 
Hampshire Department of Education, 2007). 

In the 2006-07 school year, 2,302 Title I schools, or about 
4% of all Tide I schools in the nation, were in restructur- 
ing planning or implementation, according to an ED 
report ciiitA Mapping Americas Educational Progress (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2008). CEP estimates that in 
2007-08, the number increased by 56% to 3,599 Title I 
schools, or about 7% of all Tide I schools in the nation. 
This estimate is based on numbers from the Mapping 
report, CEP’s studies of restructuring schools in five states, 
and state Web sites for the eight states with data missing 
from the Mapping report. Because many states periodi- 
cally revise their numbers of restrucmring schools based 
on data reviews and appeals, school closures, and changes 
in Tide I status, the exact number of schools in restructur- 
ing changes slighdy throughout the school year. For 
example, in three of the five states CEP studied, the num- 
bers that the state reported to CEP differed slightly from 
the numbers reported in the Mapping smAy, probably due 
to state revisions. Therefore, the number of schools in 
restrucmring reported in this study is our best estimate of 
the actual numbers. 

Table 3 shows the numbers of schools in restmcturing for 
the 20 states in the country with the most schools in 
restrucmring, including the five states in this smdy. These 
states may have large numbers of schools in restrucmring 
for reasons that may have nothing to do with student 
achievement. First, as mentioned previously, these states 
had accountability systems in place earlier than other 
states. Second, several of these states simply have large pop- 
ulations and many schools — ^most notably, California, 
which has the largest number of schools in the nation. 

Federal law does not require states to track or report the 
numbers of schools that remain in the implementation 
phase of restructuring after multiple years (those in year 
5 of NCLB improvement or beyond). Among the states 
we studied, California choose not to officially report the 
number of schools in year 6 of improvement or beyond, 
but rather just grouped these schools with those in year 
5. The rest of the states in our study do report these num- 
bers. Table 4 shows the numbers of schools by years of 
restructuring — ^year 4 of improvement or above — in the 
states we studied. We estimated California’s numbers 
based on historical lists of schools in improvement on the 
state Web site. National numbers for schools in the later 
years of restructuring are not readily available. 
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Table 3. Numbers of Title 1 Schools in Restructuring Planning or Implementation in 2007-08 

in the 20 States with the Most Restructuring Schools 


State 


Estimated Number of 
Schools in Restructuring 
Planning or Implementation 


Source 


California 


1,013 


CEP, 2008a; U.S. Department of Education, 2008 


Florida 


462 


U.S. Department of Education, 2008 


Illinois 


333 


U.S. Department of Education, 2008 


New York 


256 


U.S. Department of Education, 2008 


Pennsylvania 


142 


Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2008 


Massachusetts 


135 


U.S. Department of Education, 2008 


New Jersey 


101 


U.S. Department of Education, 2008 


Ohio 


97 


CEP, 2oo8d 


South Carolina 


86 


U.S. Department of Education, 2008 


New Mexico 


84 


U.S. Department of Education, 2008 


Georgia 


65 


CEP, 2008c; U.S. Department of Education, 2008 


Michigan 


63 


CEP 2008b 


Connecticut 


60 


U.S. Department of Education, 2008 


Alaska 


55 


Alaska Department of Education, 2007 


Flawaii 


55 


U.S. Department of Education, 2008 


Arkansas 


53 


U.S. Department of Education, 2008 


Maryland 


52 


CEP, 2oo8e 


North Carolina 


49 


U.S. Department of Education, 2008 


Arizona 


45 


U.S. Department of Education, 2008 


Kentucky 


45 


U.S. Department of Education, 2008 



Table reads: In 2007-08, California had 1,013 schools in restructuring, according to studies by the Center on Education Policy (2008a) and the U.S. 
Department of Education (2008). 






Table 4. Title I Schools in Restructuring and Beyond in Five States, 2007-08 



State 


Numbers of Schools by Year of NCLB Improvement 
Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 


Year 8 


California 


416 


278 


122 


187 


10 


Georgia 


19 


13 


14 


9 


10 


Maryland 


11 


1 


6 


14 


20 


Michigan 


34 


9 


10 


9 


1 


Ohio 


62 


11 


15 


6 


3 



Table reads: In 2007-08, California had 416 Title I schools in year 4 of school improvement (restructuring planning), 278 schools in years of 
improvement (the first year of restructuring implementation), 122 schools in year 6, 187 schools in year 7, and 10 schools in year 8. 

Sources: CEP, 2008a; 2008b; 2008c; 2008d; 2008e. 



Previous CEP studies have shown that nationally, 
schools in urban areas are overrepresented among 
those identified for NCLB improvement (CEP, 
2006d). Similarly, in the five states in this study. 



schools in urban districts make up the largest percent- 
age of those identified for restructuring. Figure 1 
shows these percentages by state. 





CA GA MD Ml OH 



Figure reads: In 2007-08 60% of the schools in restructuring in California were in urban areas, 35% were in suburban areas, and 5% were in rural areas. 
Sources: CEP, 2008a; 2008b; 2008c; 2008d; 20o8e; and National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, 2005 - 06 . 
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Restructuring Choices 

Schools and districts identified for restructuring must 
choose from a menu of options designed to restructure 
the school. The federal law spells out five options for 
restructuring, listed in table 5. As the table shows, most 
restructuring schools in California, Georgia, Maryland, 
Michigan, and Ohio have chosen the “any-other” 
option, which allows schools and districts to undertake 
any major action, aside from the four other options 
specified in the law, that will produce fundamental 
change in the school’s governance structure. None of 
these five states allows districts to turn schools over to 
the state. State officials in California, Maryland, 
Michigan, and Ohio said that the state does not have 
the capacity to run these restructuring schools. In 
Georgia, this option is not permitted under state law, 
which requires each school district to remain under the 
autonomous control of a local board of education. 

In addition, only a handful of schools in these states have 
chosen to restruaure by reopening as a charter school. A 
few restrucmring schools in Michigan and about 8% of 
the schools in Ohio were already charter schools when they 
entered restmcturing, so for these existing charter schools, 
reopening as a charter would not represent a major reform 
in school governance. 



While table 5 shows uniformity in the popularity of 
schools’ choices, the states in our study interpreted 
these options differently. Federal guidance discourages 
minor reform efforts but leaves much of the details of 
decision making and implementation to districts and 
schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2006). States 
in our study varied the most on their interpretation of 
the any-other option. 

As described in table 6, Maryland and Michigan have 
provided specific examples of what is allowable under 
the any-other option. Maryland goes so far as to say that 
schools cannot choose the federal any-other option 
without also declaring which of the state -specific strate- 
gies under this option they will use. Michigan still allows 
for an undefined any-other choice. Ohio asks schools 
choosing the any-other option to describe in their own 
words the actions they took. Ohio officials then group 
these self-descriptions into categories. Schools are not 
placed into more than one self-reported category. 
California and Georgia (not shown in table 6) track only 
the options in the federal law. Georgia, however, expects 
schools choosing the any-other option to follow a state- 
determined set of school improvement initiatives. 

The NCLB law does not require state departments of edu- 
cation to ensure that all schools are aaually implementing 



Table 5. Percentages of Schools in Restructuring Implementation in Five States Choosing Various 
Options in 2006-07 


Federal Restructuring Option 


CA 


GA 


MD* 


Ml 


OH* 


Undertaking any other major restructuring of the 
school’s governance that produces fundamental reform 


90% 


94% 


86% 


96% 


93 % 


Replacing all or most of the staff who are relevant 
to the failure to make AYR 


13% 


4% 


12% 


7% 


4% 


Entering into a contract to have an outside organization 
with a record of effectiveness operate the school 


10% 


2% 


1% 


0% 


2% 


Reopening the school as a charter school 


i7c 


0% 


1% 


0% 


2% 


Turning the school over to the state, if the state agrees 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 



Table reads: In 2006-07, 90% of California’s schools In restructuring Implementation chose the federal option of undertaking any other major 
restructuring of the school’s governance that produces fundamental reform. 

‘Percentages in Maryland and Ohio include non-Title I schools as well as Title I schools; these states require both types of schools to implement restructuring. 
Note: Columns do not total 100% because some schools chose more than one restructuring option. 

Sources: CEP, 2008a; 2008b; 2008c; 2008d; 2008e. 





Table 6. State-Specific Restructuring Strategies under the Federal Any-Other Option, 2006-07 



State and Options Percentage of Restructuring Schools Choosing the Strategy* 


Maryland 


Appoint a school turnaround specialist 


64% 


Use the Blueprint for High School Reform and Derivative High School model 


lZj.% 


Have the district central office take over the principalship of the school 


3 % 


Appoint a distinguished principal 


3% 


Replicate the governance model of a charter school using a governing board 


1% 


Use an external reform model 


0% 


Close the school and reopen it as a complete school of choice within district governance 


0% 


Michigan 


Appoint/employ an independent turnaround specialist 


87% 


Use an external research-based reform model 


9% 


Implement any other change in school governance (aside from those listed in this table) 


7% 


Appoint a new principal 


2% 


Turn operation over to the school’s School Improvement Committee/Team 


0% 


Restructure the governance of the school by appointing a governing board 


0% 


Close the school and reopen it as a complete school of choice within district governance 


0% 


Suspend the office of the principal; indicate how the school will be governed 


0% 


Ohio 


Change school governance 


25% 


Implement any other major change in school governance (aside from those listed in this table) 


20% 


Reconfigure school(s) in grade span, size, etc. 


16% 


Bring in outside experts 


11% 


Redesign curriculum 


9% 


Establish redesign committee 


9% 


Close the school 


Zj.% 


Increase district oversight of the school 


0% 



Table reads: In Maryland, 64% of restructuring schools chose to appoint a school turnaround specialist as their state-specific restructuring 
strategy under the federal any-other option. 

‘Percentages do not total the percentages of schools using the any-other option reported in table 5 because some schools chose more than one 
state-specific restructuring strategy or because of rounding. 




Sources: CEP, 2008a; 2008b; 2008c; 2008d; 2008e. 
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their restructuring strategies. In a national sample, the 
Government Accountability OIFice (2007) found that 
40% of restruauring schools did not report that they were 
implementing any of the federal restructuring options. In 
our research in these five states, virtually all schools did 
report a restrucmring choice to their state, although in 
states with more defined strategies under the any-other 
option, schools reported the state-defined option. 

In a similar vein, state departments of education do 
not have to ensure that schools implement a new strat- 
egy every year they remain in restructuring. Some of 
the federal strategies do not lend themselves to multi- 
ple years of implementation. For example, two of the 
federal strategies — replacing staff and becoming a 
charter — cannot be implemented easily two years in a 
row. If a school becomes a charter but keeps its restruc- 
turing status, does it need to implement a different 
strategy the next year it is in restructuring? Or was the 
initial strategy of becoming a charter enough? Other 
strategies, such as using the any-other option or hiring 
an outside contractor can easily be continued over 
multiple years. The law is silent on this point. 

In California, Michigan, and Maryland, where we have 
followed schools for multiple years, our case studies 
schools typically continued the same restructuring strate- 
gies when they remained in restructuring implementa- 
tion for more than one year. In most instances, district 
and school ofiicials said they continued the strategies 
because their schools had increased student achievement 
but not enough to exit restructuring. State officials in 
these three states endorsed this interpretation of NCLB. 

For example, schools in the Palmdale Elementary School 
District in California are intentionally continuing and 
building on restructuring efforts begun several years ago 
through the any-other option, according to Betty Stiers, 
assistant superintendent of educational services. In the 
past, she said, the district made the mistake of not giving 
reforms enough time. “When we didn’t see results right 
away, we embraced the next big thing.” Now district and 
school officials realize that “change occurs over time,” she 
said. A recent national research synthesis from the 
National Implementation Research Network supports 
the idea that reforms typically take at least three to five 
years to implement fully (Fixsen et al., 2005). 

While continuing reforms could be seen as letting a 
school off the hook for serious change, staff at Grant 
Union Fligh in California, one of our case study 
schools, noted that continuing and improving an ini- 



tiative can be as arduous as starting something new. 
Rather than instituting new improvement efforts for 
2007-08, Grant Union Fligh had elected to deepen 
and intensify its efforts. “Look, this isn’t glamorous; 
this isn’t like the flavor of the month,” said Principal 
Craig Murray. “We’re talking hard work. It’s kind of a 
grind, but hey, this is what the kids need to learn.” 

In a few instances, however, schools in our case study 
were continuing the same restructuring strategies despite 
little or no improvement in the percentage of students 
scoring proficient on state tests. In these schools, officials 
were uncertain why the strategies did not appear to be 
working and wanted to give their efforts more time, 
especially when their strategies within the any-other cat- 
egory had been shown to be effective in other schools. 

In interviews, state officials described how they influenced 
district and school choices. Our reviews of state docu- 
ments typically supported these descriptions. The states in 
our study varied radically in the advice and limitations 
they gave distrias and schools about choosing strategies. 
Important contradictions include the following; 

• Michigan and Ohio encouraged schools to employ 
turnaround specialists, while Maryland has barred 
schools entering restructuring after 2006-07 from 
choosing a turnaround specialist as their restructur- 
ing strategy. 

• Georgia state officials favored the any-other federal 
option as a way of implementing state strategies for 
improvement, while Michigan discouraged the 
any-other option in favor of state-defined options. 

• California stood alone in refraining from trying 
to constrain, modify, or further define school’s 
restructuring choices. 

The variety in state approaches appears to be related to 
differences in state context as well as differences in the 
philosophies of state departments of education. For exam- 
ple, Michigan and Ohio have both received positive 
reports from schools about turnaround specialists, while 
Maryland schools often reported that their mrnaround 
specialists were stretched too thinly to be helpful. Georgia 
always strictly defined the any-other option, while 
Michigan initially allowed more leeway but then became 
concerned that the any-other option was ineffective. State 
rationales for advocating and discouraging certain restruc- 
turing strategies are described in more detail in box 1. 



Box 1. State Approaches to Restructuring Options 



The California Department of Education has chosen not to limit or direct schools’ restructuring choices and does not advocate one 
restructuring option over another. State officials do not believe a single strategy will help all schools, “i wish there was a one-size-fits- 
all solution, but there isn’t,” said State Superintendent Jack O’Connell in a speech at a professional development event in 2007. 
instead, the state provides technical assistance, such as professional development and online tools, to help districts and schools 
make good choices about restructuring. California does have a separate, more prescriptive program for improving schools called 
School Assistance and Intervention Teams (SAIT). Schools are identified for SAIT based on their ratings under the state accountability 
system, which differs from the system used for NCLB. There is some overlap among SAIT schools and schools in restructuring, but 
there is far from a one-to-one correspondence. Some restructuring schools get more state interventions through SAIT, but some do not. 

The Georgia Department of Education sees the federal any-other option as an opportunity to carry out the statewide mandate to 
improve curriculum and instruction, said Wanda Creel, who was associate superintendent for school improvement services in the 
Georgia Department of Education at the time of this study. The state sees its own reform initiative as the main vehicle for 
improvement under NCLB. Creel said her department discourages most districts from replacing principals “unless the leader is 
really someone who does not have the capacity to learn.” A shortage of skilled principal candidates, especially ones with the 
experience to turn around a failing school, makes it preferable to focus on mentoring an ineffective leader, she explained. 

Replacing all or most of the school staff is also considered untenable in locations with teacher shortages. 

The Maryland Department of Education initially outlined six restructuring options for schools under the any-other federal option, 
including employing a turnaround specialist. But, for schools entering restructuring implementation in school year 2006-07 and 
beyond, the state eliminated all of the state strategies under the federal any-other option except the option of appointing a 
distinguished principal or becoming a University Partnership School in Baltimore City, an option added in 2007-08. According to Ann 
Chafin, assistant superintendent for student, family and school support at the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE), the 
state based this decision on evidence from the field. “We didn’t see evidence that the turnaround specialist option worked. The other 
options were removed because they simply were not being selected,” Chafin said. However, schools that had previously selected one 
of the former state restructuring strategies were not required to change. For example, schools that had elected to use a turnaround 
specialist as an element of their restructuring plan before 2006-07 w^re permitted to continue their existing plans. Therefore, most 
schools in Maryland were still using turnaround specialists in 2007-08 despite the state’s lack of support for this option. 

The Michigan Department of Education has a needs assessment that is based on its school improvement framework and is designed 
to help districts and schools make good choices about restructuring. Michigan has also strongly encouraged some schools to make 
particular restructuring choices and has sometimes held back a school’s school improvement funds until the school’s restructuring plan 
satisfied state officials. For example, in 2006-07, Michigan required some districts, including Detroit, to choose turnaround specialists, 
according to Betty Underwood, interim director of the state’s Office of School Improvement. For 2007-08, no district was actually 
required to have a turnaround specialist, although the state “strongly suggested employing a coach or turnaround specialist,” 
Underwood said. Michigan has also discouraged districts from using the any-other state option because it is relatively vague and the 
state would like to have more information about what schools are doing. 

The Ohio Department of Education has focused most of its energy on assisting districts in the corrective action phase of NCLB 
sanctions (year 3 of improvement) and districts with multiple schools in school improvement. Some of these districts have schools 
in restructuring, and some do not. For schools in restructuring, Ohio initially wanted to require restructuring schools to work with 
an external coach or a turnaround specialist. However, “when we started looking at the quality of external people going in, we had 
to revisit that,” explained Stephen Barr, associate superintendent for Ohio’s Center for School Improvement. Ohio still encourages 
restructuring schools to work with an external coach and is trying to develop a quality-control system to help build a pool of 
coaches as a resource for the state’s most challenged schools. In addition, Barr said, the state is trying to flesh out what the any- 
other option might look like by helping districts diagnose school problems and develop school improvement plans to address 
them. Ohio has used its statewide school improvement funds to create state diagnostic teams. These diagnostic teams were 
piloted in 2006-07 in two high-need districts: Columbus, which had 17 schools in restructuring during school year 2007-08, and 
Mansfield, which had 2 schools in restructuring planning. Although the teams observe schools and classrooms, their efforts are 
also focused on determining which district-level supports for schools in improvement are working and which are not. 
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Restructuring Results 

Tracking the impact of restructuring on student achieve- 
ment is difficult. First, states do not have to ensure that 
all restrucmring schools are actually implementing their 
restructuring plans, so data are not available about the 
quality or intensity of implementation. Second, state 
content standards and tests vary greatly, so test results 
should not be compared across states. Therefore, to 
examine the achievement effects of the federal restructur- 
ing options we looked at whether schools implementing 
particular options made adequate yearly progress. 
Although AYP is an acceptable outcome measure for this 
analysis, the likelihood of restructuring schools making 
AYP would be expected to vary across states due to the 
aforementioned differences in state standards and tests 
and other factors. We have therefore analyzed AYP data 
for each of the five states studied, as well as across all five 
states combined, to determine whether the effects of 
restructuring are different in individual states. It is impor- 
tant to note that this study analyzed the results of restruc- 
mring across only one year, which is too short a time to 
discern whether changes in student achievement consti- 
mte an actual trend. Future studies will attempt to 
extend the analysis over multiple years. 

First, we used a statistical technique called logistic 
regression to explore three issues across all five states: 

1 . Whether the likelihood of a school making AYP 
was associated with one or more of the federal 
restructuring options 



2 . Whether the likelihood of a school making AYP in 
English language arts (ELA) was associated with 
one or more of the federal restructuring options 

3 . Whether the likelihood of a school making AYP in 
math was associated with one or more of the fed- 
eral restructuring options 

In all three of these analyses, the options of becoming 
a charter school or turning the school over to the state 
were omitted because too few schools chose these 
options to draw any valid conclusions. 

Our analysis showed that none of the three remaining 
federal options — replacing staff, contracting with an 
outside organization, or implementing the any-other 
option — ^was associated with a greater likelihood of a 
restructuring school making AYP overall or in English 
language arts or math alone. In other words, there is no 
statistical reason to suspect that any one of these three 
options is more effective than another in helping 
schools make AYP 

Next, we used statistical tests called Chi squares to 
examine whether restructuring schools were more or 
less likely to make AYP based on the state in which 
they were located. As expected, there were significant 
differences. As shown in table 7, larger percentages of 
restructuring schools in Michigan and Georgia made 
AYP than in other states. 



Table 7. Percentages and Numbers of Schools Implementing Restructuring That Made AYP Based 
on 2006-07 Testing 


Area(s) in Which 
School Made AYP‘ 






State 






CA 

(N = 352) 


GA 

(N = 49) 


MD 

(N = 69) 


Ml 

(N = 46) 


OH 

(N = 56) 


Overall 


14% (48) 


47 % (23) 


12% (8) 


48% (22) 


9 % (5) 


in Math 


46% (162) 


53% (26) 


35 % (24) 


78% (36) 


34% (19) 


in ELA 


17% (59) 


71% {35) 


22% (15) 


78% (36) 


11% (6) 



Table reads: Based on 2006-07 testing, 14% of California’s restructuring schools, or 48 schools, made AYP. 

‘The analysis used Chi square (x^) to compare schools making AYP across states. Differences were statistically significant overall {x^ (4, N = 572) = 
63.55, P ^ 0.001), in math (x^ (4, N = 572) = 26.88, p = 0.001), and in ELA (x^ (4, N = 572) = 139.50, p = 0.001). 

Sources: CEP, 2008a; 2008b; 2008c; 2008d; 2008e. 





Since state context appeared to be an important factor in 
making AYP, we examined the effects of restructuring 
strategies in each state separately. We used logistic regres- 
sions to explore whether particular restructuring strategies 
were associated with making AYP overall, in ELA, and in 
math in any individual state. They were not, although in 
some states the number of schools using an outside con- 
tractor or replacing staff was too small to be tested.^ 

Several possible reasons may account for differences in the 
percentage of restructuring schools making AYP by state. 
First, state percentage proficient targets for making AYP 
do vary considerably by state. As shown earlier in table 2, 
Ohio’s targets are among the highest of the five states smd- 
ied, but Michigan and Georgia’s targets are not the low- 
est. So, state test targets may be somewhat but not entirely 
responsible for these differences among states. 

Second, variations in state tests may also affect whether 
schools do or do not make AYP Recent studies have 
highlighted these variations. One such study by the 
National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES, 
2007) mapped states’ 2004-05 cut scores for proficient 
performance on their state tests onto the 2005 scoring 
scales of the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress (NAEP). Some of the NCES findings sup- 
ported our findings. For example, the NCES study did 
indicate that California’s cut score for S^-grade reading 
mapped relatively high on the NAEP scale — the fifth 
highest among the 34 states for which data were avail- 
able. This higher ranking indicates that it may be more 
difficult for students to meet cut scores in California 
than in some other states and, thus, schools might be 
less likely to make AYP However, many comparisons 
among states that would inform our study could not 
be made because since 2004-05, Georgia and 
Michigan have changed their math and readings tests, 
Ohio has changed its d* grade math test (CEP, 2008d), 
and California was not included in the NCES analysis 
for 8* grade math. This examination of the NCES 
findings showed that differences in the difficulty of 
passing state tests may have some relationship with the 
ease of making AYP by state but does not explain all of 
the state variation we found. 



Variations in state funding and supports for schools in 
restructuring, discussed later in this report, might also 
help explain state differences in the percentages of 
restructuring schools making AYP However, we found 
no way to model these two factors mathematically. 

Finally, all these factors may interact to affect the like- 
lihood of restructuring schools meeting AYP targets. 
For example, in states with fewer schools in restructur- 
ing, funding may be concentrated in these needy 
schools and support may be stronger. Other types of 
interactions are also possible. 



Funding for Schools in Restructuring 

Several factors influence the amount of federal funding 
to assist schools identified for NCLB improvement, 
including restructuring schools. At the broadest level, 
funding for restructuring schools is shaped by the total 
amount appropriated for the federal Title I program. 
As shown in table 8, annual appropriations for Title I, 
Part A increased substantially for the first few years 
after NCLB was enacted in 2002, and then gradually 
leveled off Appropriations for fiscal year 2008 (which 
school districts receive for school year 2008-09) repre- 
sent a notable increase over the previous year. 

Funding for schools in improvement is also affected by 
fluctuations in Title I allocations to specific states and 
school districts that result from annual changes in their 
estimated census counts of low-income children. These 
fluctuations can occur regardless of whether the national 
appropriation has gone up or down, and they affect all 
Title I schools, including those in restructuring. 

Several of our case study interviewees noted that since 
2004 funding has not kept pace with inflation and rising 
health care costs in their state. In some cases, this simation 
may be attributable to the leveling off of appropriations 
and in other cases it may be the result of annual volatility 
in census counts of poor children.^ Whether states, dis- 
tricts, and school must use their own funds to implement 
the school improvement stipulations in NCLB and 




" The numbers of schools replacing staff in Georgia, Michigan, and Ohio were too small to be tested. The numbers of schools contracting with outside providers 
were too small to be tested in Georgia, Maryland, Michigan, and Ohio. 

5 For a fuller discussion of the reasons for volatility in Title 1 allocations to individual states and districts, see two CEP reports on Title 1 funding (CEP, 2007d; and 
20o8h), available at www.cep-dc.org. 
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Table 8. 


Federal Appropriations for Title 1 , Part A, 2002 to 2008 




Fiscal Year 


Appropriation 


Percentage increase Over Previous Year 


2002 


$10,350,000,000 


17.8% 


2003 


$11,688,664,000 


12.9% 


2004 


$12,342,309,000 


5.6% 


2005 


$12,739,571,000 


3.2% 


2006 


$12,713,125,000 


-0.2% 


2007 


$12,838,125,000 


1.0% 


2008 


$13,898,875,000 


8.3% 



Table reads: In fiscal year 2002, the national appropriation for Title I, Part A totaled $10,350,000,000, which represents a 17.8% increase from the 
previous year. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education website, www.ed.gov/programs/titieiparta/funding.htmi. 




whether NCLB is an “unfunded” mandate continue to be 
matters of debate and lawsuits (Walsh, 2008). 

A major source of funding for restructuring schools is 
the so-called school improvement set-aside under Title I. 
Beginning in 2004, each state was required by federal 
law to set aside 4% of its total Title I allocation to assist 
districts and schools in improvement, including schools 
in restructuring. However, some states, including 
California and Georgia, did not receive sufficient 
increases in Tide I allocations to reserve the full 4% 
because of a “hold-harmless” provision in NCLB, which 
prevents districts from losing funds compared with the 
previous year as a result of the set-aside.^ Consequently, 
some states have had flat or declining Title I set-aside 
funds to assist schools in improvement. Table 9 shows 
the amount of the set-aside for the states in our study. 

The problems created by insufficient funding for the set- 
aside will diminish in the future because, beginning in 
fiscal year 2007, Congress has provided a separate appro- 
priation specifically for school improvement under a dif- 
ferent section of Title I. This appropriation supplements 
the funding available through the 4% set-aside. For 
example, California received about $16 million in new 
federal funds for school improvement in December 



2007, which the state began to award to districts in late 
spring of 2008 after a competitive grant process. 

Because the set-aside is dependent on child poverty 
counts rather than on the number ofTitle I schools in 
improvement, the amount of available funding per 
restructuring school varies widely in these five states. In 
addition, these funds can be used to assist all schools in 
improvement, not just those in restructuring. Perhaps 
as a result, states have taken a range of approaches to 
distributing these funds. Some states help schools 
design restructuring plans and explicitly sign off on 
those plans, while others do not collect any informa- 
tion on schools in restructuring beyond what they col- 
lect from other schools in improvement. The schools 
in our study varied a great deal in how they used their 
school improvement funds. By law, states must allocate 
95% of the set-aside to “local educational agencies,” 
which include school districts and regional assistance 
centers. These entities can then pass the funds to 
schools or provide schools with services. The remain- 
ing 5% can go to state activities. 

All five states send a portion of their Title I school 
improvement funds to districts to be distributed to 
schools and reserve a small amount for state-level activ- 



* For a fuller discussion of issues related to Title funding for school improvement, see CEP 2006c; 200/d; and 20o8h. 





Table 9. 


Title 1 Set-Aside Funding for School Improvement 




State 


Approximate Funds for 


Approximate Funds for 




4% Set-Aside, 2006-07 


4% Set-Aside, 2007-08 


California 


$69 million 


$33 million 


Georgia 


$16 million 


$17 million 


Maryland 


$7 million 


$7 million 


Michigan 


$15 million 


$17 million 


Ohio 


$6 million 


$19 million 



Table reads: In California approximately $69 million was available under the Title I 4% set-aside for 2006-07 to help schools identified for 
improvement, including schools in restructuring. The set-aside amount decreased to about $33 million for 2007-08. 

Sources: CEP, 2008a; 2008b; 2008c; 2008d; 2008e. 



ides. California, Georgia, and Michigan send a portion 
to regional agencies, which then provide services to 
schools in improvement. In Maryland these funds go to 
schools in the later stages of improvement. In 
California, not all schools in restructuring may receive 
set-aside funds because priority for these funds goes to 
schools that are in state monitoring and to districts that 
are in corrective action or have large numbers of schools 
in improvement. Similarly, since 2006 Ohio has tar- 



geted school improvement funds to districts with the 
greatest numbers and percentages of students that have 
failed to meet AYP targets, regardless of how many 
schools in the district are in improvement or how long 
these schools have been in improvement. Maryland and 
Georgia supplement the federal set-aside for school 
improvement with state funds. More detail about how 
states spent funds is provided in box 2. 




Box 2. State Uses of the Title I Set-Aside for School Improvement 



In California, the 4% set-aside supported school improvement activities in 2007-08 that were similar to those supported in previous 
years. While funds were not specifically targeted toward schools in restructuring, some restructuring schools did see indirect funding 
increases because they had also been identified for state monitoring under the state accountability system or because their districts 
had been identified for improvement or had large numbers of schools in improvement. In addition, all restructuring schools could 
benefit from funding directed at providers of technical support for schools in improvement. 

In 2007-08, Georgia set aside $11.2 million in state funds and $16.5 million in federal Title I school improvement funds, a total of 
almost $28 million, to support 323 schools that had been identified for NCLB improvement. The majority of federal funding was 
distributed to the 187 Title I schools in improvement, which were targeted for monitoring under the statewide accountability system. 
Of these schools, 65 were in restructuring planning or implementation. Most state funding was used by the Georgia Department of 
Education (GDOE) to hire school improvement specialists and leadership facilitators to work directly with schools in at leastyear 3 of 
improvement; 76 of these schools were in restructuring planningor implementation. A smaller portion of the federal funding went to 
Regional Education Service Agencies as part of Georgia’s statewide system for providing technical assistance to schools and districts 
identified for NCEB improvement. Nearly all of these schools were in yean to 3 of school improvement. The rest was used by GDOE 
for state administration specifically related to school improvement, and the remaining funds were rolled over to 2008-09. 

continued... 
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Box 2. 



state Uses of the Title I Set-Aside for School Improvement (cont.) 




Maryland awards the school improvement funds directly to districts with schools identified for improvement in the form of grants 
that districts must apply for. in 2007-08, the state awarded $7,145,298 in federal Title 1 school improvement funding to seven school 
districts with schools in restructuring or other stages of improvement. Maryland also sets aside state funds for schools in 
improvement. Funding for State School Improvement Grants (SSIG) is appropriated annually by the Maryland General Assembly and 
is available to both Title 1 and non-Title 1 schools in all stages of improvement. SSIG applications are considered separately from 
school restructuring plans. In 2007-08, districts received $10,000 per school, plus $33.63 per pupil, for each school in improvement 
and those that exited improvement based on the 2007 state tests. High schools were awarded an additional $29.13 per pupil. 

In Michigan, the majority of the 2007-08 state set-aside for schools in improvement, approximately $14 million, went to the state’s 
Intermediate School Districts, the regional education agencies that provide professional development and other services to schools 
and districts. These services include audits. Process Mentor Teams, principal fellowships, and coaches, are described in more detail 
below. Since 2003-04, the Michigan Department of Education (MDE) has also used a portion of this Title I set-aside to offer grants to 
assist schools in various stages of NCLB improvement. Grants currently range from $5,000 to $45,000. To receive the funds, districts 
and schools had to write grant applications stating what would be done to improve the schools, and the grants had to be approved 
by MDE officials. In some cases, grant funding was withheld until the district and school wrote a plan that satisfied MDE. 

Ohio requested and received permission from the U.S. Department of Education in 2006 to change the way it allocated the 95% of the 
school improvement set-aside that must be awarded to schools, districts, or other local educational agencies. While all Title I schools 
in improvement, corrective action, and restructuring are in the pool of districts eligible for the funds, the state now gives funds only to 
districts that are willing to sign a letter of commitment and that allow providers of coaching, professional development and other 
services to access the teachers and data. Eligible districts then receive funds through a need-based formula that measures the 
number of their schools in improvement and the number and percentage of non-proficient students districtwide. At least 75% of all 
schools in the selected districts receive funds. Ohio has also used 5% of its set-aside funds to develop state diagnostic teams. 



State Supports for Restructuring 

NCLB does not require any specific state supports for 
schools in restructuring. States in our study varied a great 
deal in the intensity, prescriptiveness, and types of sup- 
ports they offered restructuring schools. Some of these 
differences are probably due to the differences in funding 
for school improvement and numbers of schools in 
improvement. For example, California has more schools 
in restructuring without a commensurately larger 
amount of funding for schools in improvement and, 
therefore, has less funding spread over more schools than 
other states. Some of these differences, however, are prob- 
ably due to differences in state interpretations of NCLB 
and differences in beliefs about what will help schools 
improve. Unlike other reports that attempt to classify the 
strength of state approaches to restructuring (Calkins et 
al., 2007; Ziebarth & Hassel, 2005), we instead found 
that these state experiences are too varied to be placed on 
a simple continuum and therefore have identified impor- 



tant similarities and differences between states and pro- 
vided details about each state. 

All five states do the following for schools in restructuring: 

• Require districts and schools to submit a plan for 
each restructuring school, as required by federal law 

• Track the choices schools make about “official” 
restructuring strategies 

• Provide tools, such as needs assessments, to help 
schools and districts plan for restructuring and 
make good decisions about implementation. In 
Ohio, these tools are currently being piloted but are 
not used universally in restructuring schools. 

After these basic similarities, states diverged quite a bit. 
They did not, however, fall into a clear continuum from 
weak to strong or less active to very active. The follow- 
ing examples illustrate the diversity of state actions: 




• California, Georgia, Maryland, and Michigan have 
conferences or extra professional development 
events aimed at helping schools and districts with 
restructuring and school improvement. 

• Georgia, Michigan, and Maryland monitor or 
provide on-site technical assistance to some of 
their restructuring schools to help ensure that 
schools are actually implementing their restructur- 
ing plans and to provide guidance for additional 
improvements. Georgia and Michigan conduct 
monitoring visits to all restructuring schools, while 
Maryland only visits schools in their third year of 
restructuring (year 7 of improvement) . 

• Georgia, Michigan, and Maryland track which 
schools have been in restructuring implementation 
for multiple years (beyond year 5 of improvement) 
and provide more intense support and monitoring 
to these schools. 

• Michigan and Maryland offer ongoing extra pro- 
fessional development specifically for some princi- 
pals of restructuring schools. 

• Michigan and Georgia provide on-site leadership 
coaches or facilitators for schools in restructuring. 

• Michigan reviews restructuring plans and delays 
funding until plans meet with state approval. 

The following sections give more details about how 
each state supports schools in restructuring. 

CALIFORNIA 

Since schools began implementing restructuring, 
Galifornia has created four tools designed to help schools 
and districts make good decisions about restructuring 
(available at www.cde.ca.gov/ta/lp/vl/improvtools.asp). 
Two of these tools are surveys, one to analyze the kinds 
of district-level support schools need, and another to 
gauge how effectively a school has implemented nine 
“essential program components” which state research has 
found to be present in Galifornia schools with higher 
academic achievement. The other two tools are self- 
assessments, one to determine how schools and districts 
are serving students with disabilities in the least restrictive 
environment, and the other to assess how schools and 
districts are serving English language learners (ELLs). 



The state also holds an annual symposium for schools in 
improvement, portions of which are videotaped and 
available online. In the fall of 2007, the On the Right 
Track Symposium was the main state professional devel- 
opment event for schools in restructuring. The 870 par- 
ticipants came from about 120 districts, or about 10% 
of Galifornia’s districts. Presenters at the symposium 
were quick to admit they did not have packaged answers 
about what schools should do to improve. Instead, they 
emphasized a collaborative approach that involved all 
key stakeholders and that based decisions on data col- 
lected from the aforementioned state surveys, the state 
test, and other available local sources. 

Galifornia does not specifically monitor schools in 
restructuring. Some restructuring schools receive moni- 
toring and additional support for school improvement 
from the state, but this is typically conducted through 
other programs, such as the states accountability system, 
and is not tri^ered because a school is in restructuring. 
Galifornia does not differentiate restrucmring for schools 
that have been in restructuring for multiple years. 

GEORGIA 

The Georgia Department of Education sets specific 
restructuring procedures for schools and districts to 
follow, and restructuring plans must address state goals 
and priorities. The longer a school remains in restruc- 
turing, the more intense the support and monitoring it 
receives from the state. 

Support for Planning 

Each fall, the GDOE holds a one-day training session 
to prepare district leaders who oversee restructuring 
schools to create restructuring plans. The training 
relies heavily on the School Restructuring Under No 
Child Left Behind guide (Learning Point Associates, 
2006). The state also publishes a School Improvement 
Fieldbook that explains the requirements for all schools 
identified for improvement and the process for restruc- 
turing (Georgia Department of Education, 2007b). 

Each action listed in a restructuring plan must address 
one or more “School Keys,” a set of researched-based 
standards for Georgia schools aimed at improving stu- 
dent performance (Georgia Department of Education, 
2007a). The Keys cover eight general areas: 1) curricu- 
lum; 2) assessment; 3) instruction; 4) planning and 
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organization; 5) student, family, and community sup- 
port; 6) professional learning; 7) leadership; and 
8) school culture. 

Restructuring plans are written collaboratively by a dis- 
trict representative, school staff, parents, and commu- 
nity members and are submitted to the GDOE for 
approval. Throughout the planning phase, schools and 
districts receive support and training in the restructur- 
ing process from a regional state administrator. 
Restructuring schools are required to form a leadership 
team to craft a restructuring plan and oversee imple- 
mentation. The team must meet at least twice a month 
and include, at minimum, the school principal, a rep- 
resentative group of the school’s teachers, a GDOE 
“leadership facilitator,” and a district administrator. 

Support and Monitoring for Implementation 

Georgia’s support for restructuring schools has 
expanded over the years to include mentoring for prin- 
cipals, classroom coaching for teachers, and profes- 
sional development on and off the school site, for all 
restructuring schools. A state team visits schools in year 6 
of improvement for a three-day, comprehensive review 
called the Georgia Assessment of Performance on 
School Standards (GAPSS), in which state officials 
interview staff, review data and documents, and 
observe teaching in order to assess how well the school 
meets criteria in the eight areas described in the School 
Keys. This review happens again in year 8. 

Support and Monitoring for Schools 
in the Later \ears of Restructuring 

Georgia schools in restructuring that reach years 7 
and 8 of school improvement are placed in “contract 
monitoring” and receive additional support and 
tighter monitoring: 

• A leadership facilitator visits twice a week, rather 
than once a week. 

• Under the guidance of the state and district, 
schools draw up 45- or 60-day action plans to 
improve areas identified as weak by the GAPSS 
analysis. A state contract monitor meets with 
school and district staff at the end of each plan 
cycle to monitor progress and determine next steps. 



• Two-day statewide training sessions are held several 
times a year on how to teach the new standards. 

• Schools are assigned an instructional coach in each 
subject for which the school failed to make AYR to 
be paid for with federal school improvement funds. 

• Schools must follow a prescribed schedule for teach- 
ing state standards in core subjects; the GDOE pro- 
vides the units and pre- and post-tests to monitor 
student progress. 

• A math facilitator visits twice a month to intro- 
duce the next set of standards that math teachers 
will be teaching. 

MARYLAND 

Maryland has supports in place for school restructur- 
ing planning and implementation and has just begun 
an on-site technical assistance system for these schools. 

Needs Assessment 

The Teacher Gapacity Needs Assessment (TGNA), 
which had been a voluntary piece of the restructuring 
planning process in 2006-07, is now a requirement for all 
schools submitting a restructuring plan. In conjunction 
with this new requirement, MSDE staff deliver day-long 
training sessions for districts and schools about how to 
conduct the TGNA. 

Principal Professional Development 

The MSDE sponsors a year-long professional develop- 
ment program for some principals working in restruc- 
turing schools. The academy emphasizes principals’ 
capacity to conduct purposeful classroom observations 
that link instruction and evaluation. 

Support and Monitoring for Schools 
in the Third Year of Restructuring 

MSDE has worked on modifying and improving the 
Restructuring Implementation Technical Assistance 
process (RITA). RITA is intended to assist schools that 
have been in restructuring implementation for at least 
three years and appear to not be making progress. 
Based on experiences from the 2006-07 pilot, the state 
has increased the site visits included in the process 
from one to two days and has refined the standards 



and indicators used to identify which programs and 
systems are effective in raising student achievement 
and which need to be improved or eliminated. 

MICHIGAN 

Michigan has developed several state-specific require- 
ments for schools in restructuring, aimed both at 
assisting schools in restructuring and ensuring that 
schools and districts do what is required of them under 
restructuring. Additional Michigan requirements of 
schools in restructuring include submitting to a school 
audit, receiving assistance from a Process Mentor 
Team, collaborating with a leadership coach, and send- 
ing the principal to a week-long principal fellowship 
during the summer. All these additional requirements 
were designed around Michigan’s School Improvement 
Framework, a tool for improving schools based on 
national and state research about the typical character- 
istics of successful schools. 

School Audits 

Beginning in 2006-07, the state audited schools in 
years 3 of improvement and beyond. Comprehensive 
audits were conducted for schools not making AYP 
due to the performance of all students, while targeted 
audits applied to schools missing AYP for just one sub- 
group. 

The audit instrument was designed to reflect the state’s 
School Improvement Framework. The auditors use this 
instrument both to gather data for MDE and to accu- 
rately report their observations to the school and the 
Process Mentor Teams. Auditors are typically experi- 
enced Michigan educators, and all received additional 
training in using the audit instruments in September 
2007. To conduct the audits, two to three auditors 
spent an entire day interviewing and observing at each 
school. The auditors also examined five years’ worth of 
school data prepared by a MDE analyst. 

Process Mentor Teams 

In 2007-08, Process Mentor Teams were added to take 
information from the audits and use it to assist schools. 
The team consists of three people: a district-level per- 
son, a representative from MDE, and a person from 
the district’s Intermediate School District (ISD). In 
addition to the information from the audit, the teams 



review the entire school improvement process, meet 
with and collaboratively set short-term goals with the 
school representatives, provide ongoing reviews of 
data, and advise the school on processes and proce- 
dures to help accomplish short-term goals. 

Because the Process Mentor Team includes people from 
the district, region, and state, it has the power to coordi- 
nate reforms. The Teams hold the school leadership 
accountable for making changes, help remove barriers at 
the district level, and provide access to needed resources 
at all levels, explained Mike Radke, assistant director of 
the OIFice of School Improvement Field Services Unit. 

Leadership Coaches 

The ISDs provide schools in years 3 of improvement 
and beyond with leadership coaches. Trained in a two- 
week residential summer academy, these coaches con- 
tinue to receive training throughout the year. The 
coaches focus on school governance and school leader- 
ship, which are key principles in the School 
Improvement Framework’s leadership strand. 

Principal Fellowships 

Principals of Title I Michigan schools in years 3 and 
beyond were also invited to attend the same two-week 
residential summer academy as the leadership coaches. 
The principal fellowships sought to bring together 
principals and coaches to create a common frame of 
reference for improvement efforts. 

OHIO 

Ohio does not support restructuring schools per se, 
but supports districts in corrective action or districts 
with large numbers of schools in improvement. Many 
of these districts also have schools in restructuring. 
State officials described Ohio’s school improvement 
efforts as a three-tiered model of support for schools 
and districts at various stages of improvement, includ- 
ing schools in restructuring planning and implementa- 
tion. The state has prioritized support for about 25 
districts with large numbers and percentages of stu- 
dents missing AYP targets. Schools in restructuring are 
concentrated in these districts. Under the three-tiered 
model, the state progresses from providing a general 
level of support and oversight to all districts, to a more 
intense level of preventive support for districts and 
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schools that have failed to make AYP for a few years, 
and to the most intense levels of support and oversight 
for districts and schools that have failed to make AYP 
for the longest periods. 

In 2007-08 the state piloted efforts to change how it 
delivers that intensive oversight and support. In the 
past, the state had a number of separate teams working 
with its most challenged districts: a literacy interven- 
tion team, a special education team, and an overall 
team supporting interventions. New diagnostic teams 
have begun making observations and collecting data in 
high-need districts to help central office staff in those 
districts develop data-based plans for improvement. In 
theory, the team will report its findings back to the dis- 
trict. District officials will then use the information, 
along with guidance from a separate state team and 
from a computerized tool called a “decision frame- 
work,” to develop improvement plans. By school year 
2009-10, the state intends to have in place a differen- 
tiated accountability system that will shift the focus 
away from districts and schools that have failed to 
make AYP for the most years and toward districts and 
schools with the largest numbers and percentages of 
students missing AYP targets. 



Themes from Case Study Schools 

Because the 19 districts and 42 schools participating in 
this study were chosen based in part on guidance from 
state departments of education, they are likely to over- 
represent those that took restructuring seriously. It 
might be logical to assume that these schools would be 
largely successful in restructuring. But schools in our 
study have had varying success. This is a strength of our 
study. Other studies of school improvement have been 
criticized for examining only schools that have been 
successful in improving student achievement; with this 
pool of schools, it is impossible to determine whether 
the strategies cited by school officials as critical to their 
improvement are actually present in all schools or are 
unique to improving schools (Herman et al., 2008). 
Our analysis does have some limitations because 
schools were not randomly selected to implement par- 
ticular strategies and the implementation was not mon- 



itored. We did, however, interview several individuals at 
each school and district; in California, Maryland, and 
Michigan, individuals were interviewed over multiple 
years, which helps ensure that our data are reliable. 

To describe the effects of restructuring on the schools 
in our study, we grouped these schools into the follow- 
ing loose categories based on their 2007-08 AYP status: 

• Schools that exited restructuring (5 schools) 

• Schools that increased the percentage of proficient 
students over the years since 2002 for which com- 
parable test data were available but did not exit 
restructuring (19 schools)^ 

• Schools that did not increase the percentage of pro- 
ficient students over the years since 2002 for which 
comparable test data were available (14 schools)'’ 

• Schools that did not make AYP based solely on the 
performance of specific subgroups of students 
rather than on the performance of the school as a 
whole (7 schools) 

The numbers of schools in these categories total more 
than 42 because schools that missed AYP targets due to 
subgroups were included in more than one category. In 
addition, four schools could not be placed in any cate- 
gory because they did not have test data that was com- 
parable over at least two years. 

Although our case study districts and schools represent 
an intentional sample rather than a random sample, 
their ofFicial federal restructuring strategies mirror those 
of their states. Thirty schools (88% of those in the 
study) chose the any-other option, two schools (9%) 
replaced staff, one school (3%) became a charter school, 
and one (3%) both replaced staff and chose the any- 
other option. Eight other case study schools were in the 
planning phase of restructuring (year 4 of improvement) 
and were not yet required to state their restructuring 
choices. Because most case study schools used the any- 
other option, an in-depth study of differences among 
the federal options was not possible. We therefore exam- 
ined similarities and differences among schools using the 
most frequently used federal strategies — the any-other 



5 Schools in some states and grades had only two years of comparable testing, so it is not possible to determine whether changes in student achievement rep- 
resent an overall trend at the school. 
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option and the staff replacement option. Where possi- 
ble, we further examined these strategies according to 
whether the school had or had not increased the per- 
centages of students scoring proficient since the incep- 
tion of NCLB. Finally, we examined the experiences of 
the five schools that exited restructuring and the seven 
that did not make AYP due to subgroups separately, 
since the experiences of these schools would be expected 
to differ from those of the total pool of schools. 

THE ANY-OTHER OPTION 

Schools and districts tend to find strategies beyond the 
federal options more useful in helping schools 
improve. The majority of district and school officials in 
our case studies said their official federal restructuring 
strategy was not their primary strategy for improve- 
ment; instead, they used the any-other option to 
implement a variety of district- and school-based 
strategies. These additional strategies varied based on 
school needs, but three stood out as most frequently 
used: increased use of test data, tutoring for struggling 
students outside the regular academic day, and 
employment of an instructional or leadership coach. 
The experiences of case study schools with these three 
strategies are described in more detail below. 

Data Use 

Officials in all 42 schools (100%) — including schools 
that increased their percentages proficient and those 
that did not — said their schools relied heavily on 
increased use of test data to make instructional deci- 
sion. Other studies have found that data-based deci- 
sion making is a national trend (CEP, 2006e) and that 
the specific uses of these data vary a great deal (Marsh, 
Pane, & Hamilton, 2006). Our findings from this 
study of restructuring suggest that simply using data is 
a less important indicator of school success than how 
schools use the data. 

Our case study schools used data in a variety of ways. 
For example, staff in Willow Run Middle School in 
Michigan’s Willow Run district used data frequently 
and intensely to make instructional decisions. In 2004- 

05, the school established benchmarks based on state 
standards and set up benchmark assessments. By 2005- 

06, teachers had developed additional assessments to 
monitor students every week or two rather than every 
nine weeks. For 2006-07, the school increased its 



intervention opportunities for students. The last 
instructional class each day in the school’s block sched- 
ule became Academic Enrichment, a time when stu- 
dents participated in enrichment activities in English 
language arts or were retaught skills they had not yet 
mastered according to data from the benchmark assess- 
ments. Grade-level teacher teams determined how stu- 
dents were grouped. Data use was one of the many 
factors staff cited that helped Willow Run exit restruc- 
turing based on 2006-07 testing. 

In 2007-08, Willow Run High School entered restruc- 
turing. In contrast to the middle school, the high 
school was in the very early stages of increasing data 
use. To flesh out the restructuring plan in school year 
2007-08, Principal Larry Gray said the school gathered 
more data about student achievement, but these data 
were mostly collected annually or biannually rather 
than biweekly. First, staff reviewed all the course exit 
exams to make sure there is consistency by grade and 
subject. Second, the school had 9* and 10* graders 
take diagnostic exams sponsored by MDE that predict 
achievement on the state test. 

Willow Run’s example might suggest that schools need 
to ramp up their data use with more frequent data col- 
lection, analysis, and curricular modifications, and it 
certainly appears that the high school will follow the 
middle schools’ example. But there may be limits to the 
amount of data collection and analysis schools can do. 

At least one of our case study schools reported that 
ramping up data use had led to too much testing. The 
Mansfield Gity Schools in Ohio instituted a schedule of 
benchmark assessments at Newman Elementary to help 
teachers track student progress and adjust instruction as 
needed before the administration of state accountabil- 
ity tests. In elementary reading, the district chose to use 
AIMSWeb, a Harcourt-produced system to track stu- 
dent data from both the DIBELS early literacy assess- 
ment and Harcourfs curriculum-based tests. With 
multiple subjects involved, elementary teachers are 
responsible for administering more than 20 assessments 
in a year. “We don’t really teach anymore. I’ve heard 
that from every teacher lately, that all we’re doing is test- 
ing,” said kindergarten teacher Garter Townsend. “We 
know what [students] don’t know, but we’re not able to 
do anything about it because as soon as you turn 
around, you’ve got to test again.” 
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These variations in data use merit further examination 
to determine where the happy medium lies between 
too much and too little testing and how the quality of 
data use impacts student achievement. 

Tutoring for Struggling Students 

Interviewees in the majority (93%) of the 42 case study 
schools said that tutoring for struggling students out- 
side the regular academic day was important in helping 
to raise their percentages proficient. All of the schools 
that exited restructuring and all that increased their per- 
centages proficient cited this type of tutoring as impor- 
tant to their progress. The percentage was slightly lower 
(79%) for schools that had not increased their percent- 
ages proficient. Although tutoring may be a strategy 
characteristic of improving schools, other factors may 
also be involved. For example, how well schools use 
data to monitor student progress in tutoring may affect 
the success of these students. Also, the 7% of schools 
that did not cite tutoring as an important strategy rep- 
resents only three schools, all in the same district, so dis- 
trict factors may play a role in the schools’ struggles. 

It is also important to note that these tutoring pro- 
grams, discussed by our case study districts, were pro- 
vided by the schools themselves on the school site and, 
for the most part, were not part of the supplemental 
educational services — tutoring outside the school 
day — that schools must offer when they enter their 
second year of NCLB improvement. Many of the case 
study districts have been identified for improvement 
themselves and, under NCLB regulations, must use 
outside providers of supplemental educational services 
rather than providing these services themselves. 
Nationally, few students have opted to attend supple- 
mental educational services, particularly when they are 
not offered at the school site (CEP, 2006e). 

Eddy Middle School in Muscogee County, Georgia, is 
an example of a school that used data to identify stu- 
dents for tutoring. Adopting a strategy recommended 
by the state, teachers kept data books that tracked stu- 
dents’ progress on state standards, daily attendance, 
participation in tutoring programs, and the teacher’s 
contact with parents. Students who appeared to be 
struggling were asked to attend an after-school pro- 
gram twice a week with 50 minutes each of math and 
language arts. (Other students enrolled at their parents’ 
request.) In addition, the school ran an evening school 



from 4 to 8 p.m. for students who were suspended, dis- 
ruptive, or frequently tardy or who simply performed 
better in a smaller setting. Pairs of teachers took turns 
staffing the evening school, which served up to 10 stu- 
dents at a time. 

At Baker Middle School in the same district, students 
just above or below the proficient mark on state tests 
got special attention. “We identify their weakness,” 
said 6''' grade teacher Phyllis Brown. “When it comes 
to after-school tutoring, they get priority. We make 
sure we conference with them more.” 

High schools, such as Grant Union in Sacramento, 
California and Stewart-Quitman in Stewart County, 
Georgia, offered tutoring aimed at improving students’ 
achievement so they could both pass state tests and 
complete coursework. For example, Stewart-Quitman 
provided morning and after-school tutoring for stu- 
dents to help them pass the state graduation test, part 
of which counts towards AYP Students who needed to 
make up credits could log onto the computer for a vir- 
tual high school course. 

As these examples show, identifying students for tutor- 
ing requires fairly sophisticated use of data. Providing 
tutoring also requires extra staff time or additional staff 
members, which can mean an increased financial bur- 
den. Maryland’s Baltimore City district, for example, 
has implemented a middle school reform initiative in a 
small number of chronically underperforming schools 
that are also in restructuring. The district hired addi- 
tional teachers to provide tutoring in these schools. 
Other Maryland districts, like Baltimore County and 
Prince George’s County, use school improvement funds 
to pay to current staff to provide these before-school, 
after-school, and Saturday programs. 

Coaches 

About three-fourths (76%) of the case study districts 
employed some time of a coach who either worked 
with teachers on a particular subject area or worked 
with school leaders. There were some small differences 
in percentages of schools using these strategies. All case 
study schools that exited improvement employed 
coaches, compared with 68% of schools that had not 
exited but increased their percentages proficient and 
79% of those that had neither exited nor raised their 
percentages proficient. 



Kennedy Middle School in Adanta, Georgia, used var- 
ious types of coaches to help schools improve — a state 
math facilitator, a district model teacher leader, and a 
state leadership facilitator. Because the school was 
focused on raising achievement in math, a state math 
facilitator dropped by the school every week or two to 
introduce teachers to math standards in upcoming les- 
sons and to observe lessons and provide quick feed- 
back. The facilitators comments reinforced the more 
regular feedback teachers received from the district’s 
model teacher leader, with whom the facilitator 
worked closely on plans for improvement. 

Kennedy’s leadership facilitator, who serves as a princi- 
pal mentor, spent one day a week in the school while 
the school was implementing restructuring in 2006-07 
and was on hand for two days a week throughout 
2007-08 since the school landed in contract monitor- 
ing, Georgia’s sanction for schools in year 7 of 
improvement. Principal Lucious Brown explained the 
facilitator’s role in this way: “She provides professional 
development. She assists with the walk-throughs. She 
provides observations for teachers. She co-teaches. She 
comes up with interventions and strategies along with 
us. She’s an integral piece with the design [school 
improvement] team.” 

Tahoe-Truckee Middle School in Galifornia also used 
multiple academic coaches to target areas that needed 
improvement. The school added two full-time aca- 
demic coaches, one for English language arts and one 
for math, as well as a half-time coach who focused on 
English language learners, a subgroup that was having 
difficulty meeting state targets. The school also pro- 
vided a half-day of professional development and col- 
laboration for teachers each Wednesday. During this 
time teachers used benchmark and biweekly student 
assessments to help plan instruction, and coaches col- 
laborated with teachers on this planning. 

Most of our case study schools appreciated coaches. A 
few teachers were unwilling to work with coaches, 
however. At Taft Elementary in Gincinnati, Ohio, 
instructional coaches had difficulty working with 
teachers. Although in 2005-06 coaches were in the 
building regularly, teaching model lessons to demon- 
strate instructional strategies, teachers did not imple- 
ment these strategies in their own lessons. Nor did the 
principal push teachers to use the new strategies, said 
Beth Schnell, the school’s Instructional Support Team 



lead principal. That year, 2005-06, Taft did not make 
AYP, and math scores declined. The following year, the 
school entered restructuring, the principal was 
replaced, and the coaching strategy changed from 
offering demonstration lessons to co-teaching. 
However, teachers still did not use new instructional 
techniques independently, according to Schnell, and 
reading scores declined by about 1 8 percentage points. 
For 2008-09, Taft has shifted its restructuring strate- 
gies. The school entirely restaffed and adopted a new 
curricular focus on science and math; through a part- 
nership with the University of Gincinnati, Taft will 
become a school focused on science, technology, engi- 
neering, and math. 

Both Prince George’s Gounty Public Schools in 
Maryland and Gleveland Metropolitan Schools in 
Ohio had difficulty finding enough qualified coaches. 
In Gleveland, the district’s Title I school improvement 
funds paid for instructional coaches and leadership 
training, but finding qualified coaches was so difficult 
that Gleveland redirected Tide I school improvement 
funds the state had earmarked for coaching into pub- 
lisher-provided professional development, according to 
Ghief Academic Officer Eric Gordon. 

In general, interviewees in most of the case study 
schools appreciated coaches and believed they were 
important to school improvement, but using instruc- 
tional and leadership coaches was not without chal- 
lenges. Hiring a coach required a financial investment. 
Even when districts had funding for coaches, they 
sometime had difficulty filling the positions. Once 
coaches were hired, they needed to develop good rela- 
tionships with teachers. In schools where teacher resist- 
ance is high, coaches may not be effective. 

REPLACING STAFF 

Just three of our case study schools replaced staff as 
their official restructuring strategy, but an additional 
14 replaced staff as an “unofficial” restructuring strat- 
egy on top of their official one. Of the 17 schools 
total that replaced staff, 12 faced difficulties in suc- 
cessfully restaffmg. 

Some principals in case study schools reported that 
they were unable to restaff their restructuring schools 
with qualified teachers. For the 2006-07 school year. 
Highland Elementary in Oakland, Galifornia, tried to 
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restaff but started the year with substitutes in several 
unfilled positions. Other schools in Detroit, Michigan, 
spent so much time over the summer of 2007 hiring 
staff that they had little or no time to plan for the new 
school year and therefore got off to a rocky start. 

In addition, union regulations at times compromised 
successful restaffing. In Mansfield, Ohio, teachers bid for 
open positions in order of seniority as required by con- 
tract. In restrucmring schools, this put some low-senior- 
ity teachers into positions for which they were not highly 
qualified. Also, layoffs due to declining enrollment in 
Detroit adversely affected restructuring. Detroit’s 
Cleveland Intermediate/High School and Cerveny 
Middle had restructured by hiring younger (and they 
believed more energetic) teachers who had less seniority 
with the union. These new hires were among the first to 
be let go when districtwide layoffs were necessary. 

Schools that did successfully replace staff, such as 
Willow Run Middle School and the three new 1 ''° and 
8* grade “Foundations Academies” in Flint, Michigan, 
typically had several things in common. Most were 
located in areas with stable or declining student enroll- 
ment and with no teacher and principal shortages and 
a substantial pool of applicants. Most had a plan or 
vision for the school that was widely publicized in the 
community and that allowed the school to overcome its 
past reputation as a “failing” school and attract enthusi- 
astic, highly qualified applicants. Most districts negoti- 
ated with the union to resolve stumbling blocks in the 
contract. Finally, most of these successful districts had 
an effective hiring system in place and did not rely on 
principals alone to recruit and interview applicants. 

For example. Arrowhead Elementary School in Prince 
George’s County, Maryland, was able to successfully 
restaff by replacing teachers who did not meet NCLB’s 
definition of “highly qualified.” The district, which had 
already made it a priority to staff schools in improve- 
ment with highly qualified teachers, moved Arrowhead 
Elementary to the top of the staffing list as part of the 
school’s restructuring plan. Similarly, Annapolis Senior 
Fligh School in Anne Arundel County, Maryland, 
replaced school staff in the year before it moved into 
restructuring and received a full complement of sup- 
ports from the district in restaffing the school, includ- 
ing holding a job-fair specifically for the school and 
hiring a temporary co-principal to assist with managing 
the school while the principal conducted interviews. 



Sobrante Park in Oakland, California, was somewhat 
of an exception. The school did have vision for restruc- 
turing but was located in an area with a dearth of 
teachers and received little support from the district 
due to a staff shortage in human resources at the time. 
Principal Marc Franc, who had been with the school 
for many years, anticipated the restaffing and was able 
to recruit quality teachers using his contacts within the 
district and drawing on his current teachers’ profes- 
sional friendships. Overall, however, our case studies 
suggest that replacing staff can have unintended nega- 
tive consequences, even though this strategy is some- 
times useful in combination with additional strategies. 

SCHOOLS THAT EXITED RESTRUCTURING 

None of the staff we interviewed in the case study 
schools that exited restructuring could point to a sin- 
gle strategy that they believed was the key to improv- 
ing student achievement. For example. Principal Kim 
Shaw at Palm Tree Elementary in California’s Palmdale 
district said it was impossible to identify any one thing 
that made the school perform well enough to exit 
restructuring. Instead, she said, the school benefited 
from a global focus on student achievement. “We didn’t 
really talk about. We’re in restructuring and we need 
to do this.’ It was, ‘We need to do what’s good for kids 
and student achievement,”’ she explained. 

These schools did have things in common. AH had been 
working to improve student achievement for at least 
three years. Several schools started their strategies before 
being officially identified for restructuring under NCLB. 
All used benchmark assessments frequently (weekly to 
monthly) to monitor student achievement. Teachers 
then used these assessments to make instructional deci- 
sions and identify struggling students. All the schools fol- 
lowed up by providing extra tutoring for these students. 

All schools also employed some type of coach to help 
improve academic instruction or leadership. Palm Tree 
Elementary and Sobrante Park Elementary, both in 
California, had Reading First coaches who helped teach- 
ers improve their instruction and assisted with tutoring 
for struggling readers. Flillside Elementary and Willow 
Run Middle School in Michigan had leadership coaches 
who assisted principals and coordinated the schools’ 
many improvement initiatives. Bladensburg Elementary 
in Maryland had both an instructional coach and a lead- 
ership coach. 



Our findings are not meant to suggest that a combina- 
tion of data-based decision making, tutoring, and 
coaching will keep schools out of NCLB improvement 
once they exit. At least one staff member in each of the 
case study schools that exited improvement expressed 
concerns about maintaining student achievement and 
continuing to make AYE The primary concern was that 
the state’s percentage proficient targets will rise in accor- 
dance with NCLB until 2014, when the law requires all 
states to set the target of 100% of students performing 
at the proficient level. All states have increased their tar- 
gets, but in some states, like Michigan and California, 
these targets rise very steeply in the next few years, mak- 
ing it unlikely that all schools will be able to keep up 
(CEP, 200 8g). Principal Michele Sandro of Hillside 
Elementary also voiced concern about the performance 
of students with disabilities, who constitute a high pro- 
portion of the school’s enrollment. 

School test score data show that our case study schools 
do have reason to be concerned about maintaining stu- 
dent achievement. Three of the five had slight dips in 
test scores based on 2006-07 testing and one. Hillside 
Elementary, did not make AYP based on the perform- 
ance of students with disabilities. 

Maintaining student achievement in exited schools is 
made more difficult because these schools often lose 
some of their resources. In states that funnel school 
improvement funds directly to schools, those that exit 
restructuring eventually lose that funding. For exam- 
ple, Michigan extends the funds for one year, but 
Willow Run Middle School will no longer qualify for 
the funds in 2008-09 and anticipates having difficulty 
funding some of its initiatives at the same level as in 
previous years. 

Several of our case study schools — including Harrison, 
Sobrante Park, and Willow Run — are also in districts 
with declining enrollment. Because most funding is 
tied to enrollment, these schools will face general 
declines in revenue at the same time their school 
improvement funds disappear. 

In addition, several case study schools have national 
grants that helped the school improve but are now 
coming to an end. Hillside Elementary had a 
Comprehensive Schools grant, and Palm Tree 
Elementary and Sobrante Park Elementary had 
Reading First grants. While Sobrante Park Principal 



Marco Franco said he did not think special funds and 
assistance for restructuring should continue forever, he 
did view the lack of adequate public school funding as 
an issue that deserved more national attention: 
“Things are not going to change until our national pri- 
orities shift away from war and commercialization, and 
we say, ‘You know what? Our kids are important.’” 

SCHOOLS THAT MISSED AYP DUE TO SUBGROUPS ONLY 

Seven of our case study schools failed to meet state tar- 
gets for AYP based on the performance of students in 
one or more subgroups, even though the performance 
of their general population was high enough to meet 
state targets. Of these schools, one missed due to the 
performance of ELL students only, and one missed due 
to the performance of students with disabilities only. 
Two missed due to the performance of both low- 
income students and students with disabilities. Two 
others missed due to the performance of three sub- 
groups. In some schools, including North Tahoe 
Middle school in California, the subgroups that missed 
AYP targets overlapped considerably. 

Educators surveyed or interviewed as part of CEP’s 
national studies of NCLB implementation praised the 
law for bringing attention to traditionally underserved 
subgroups (CEP, 2006d). Our case study schools that 
missed AYP targets due to subgroups typically did pro- 
vide special programs or initiatives aimed at improving 
the achievement of these students. For example. 
Mount Vernon Middle School, which missed AYP due 
to the performance of students with disabilities, moved 
toward a full-inclusion model for these students. Four 
years ago, said Mount Vernon Superintendent Steven 
Short, “we were total pullout. In the last two years 
we’ve gone to an inclusion-type model for our stu- 
dents. Our pullout now is extremely limited.” Students 
with significant cognitive disabilities were being 
included in regular classrooms for the first time, with 
support from a co-teacher versed in special education. 

Getting teachers in Mount Vernon Middle, including 
special educators, to embrace inclusion was a challenge, 
but some initially reluctant teachers found the experience 
of teaching students with disabilities transformative. In 
spring 2007, at the end of the first school year of imple- 
mentation, “several of the staff members said to me it was 
the most rewarding experience they had had,” recalled 
Debra Strouse, a veteran teacher who left the classroom 
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to lead school efforts to increase test scores. “They didn’t 
realize the students could do what they did.” 

Still, the focus on student subgroups has been less 
intense than might be expected. All our case study 
schools that missed targets due to subgroups had other 
initiatives that focused on increasing achievement for 
all students in the school. Perhaps due to rising state 
targets and the desire to see all students succeed, many 
of the schools’ resources were still focused on the 
school as a whole. At Hillside Elementary in Michigan, 
for example, the school exited restructuring but then 
missed AYP targets due to the performance of students 
with disabilities. “When you fail with your special edu- 
cation kids, like we did at state testing time, what you 
don’t want to do is just focus on those kids,” Principal 
Michele Sandro said. “All of our students must have 
access to the best instruction, but also, when they need 
intervention and/or remediation, that must be avail- 
able to them too.” 



Recommendations to 
Restructure Restructuring 

Several of this study’s findings suggest that current 
restructuring policies and practices are flawed. 
Nationally, large numbers of schools are entering 
restructuring, and many remain in restructuring for 
multiple years. Our analysis of restructuring data in 
California, Georgia, Maryland, Michigan, and Ohio 
showed that just 19% of schools that implemented 
restructuring in those states made adequate yearly 
progress in 2006-07, and all five states had schools in 
year 8 of school improvement. State, district, and 
school officials reported a number of obstacles to 
restructuring implementation, such as attempting to 
replace staff or hire a coach but being unable to fill 
positions. States and districts cannot simply close all 
these struggling schools and still maintain their obliga- 
tion to provide public education to all children. 

Many state, district, and school officials in our study, 
however, expressed hope that particular school 
improvement efforts would eventually help schools to 
raise student achievement enough to meet state targets, 
and some were able to point to encouraging data from 
individual schools. These promising restructuring prac- 
tices were more complex and coordinated than strate- 
gies within the current federal policy. Based on 



interviews with our case study participants who were on 
the frontlines of implementing restructuring, it does 
not appear to be time to toss out restructuring alto- 
gether. Instead, it is time to restructure restructuring. 

We have several recommendations for this effort. First, 
because no single option appears more effective than 
another, policymakers should expand the federal options 
for restructuring and encourage states to create state -spe- 
cific strategies. This would allow states to draw on 
research findings about school improvement as well as 
on the experiences of practitioners in their own state. 
Then, states need to monitor restructuring to ensure 
adequate implementation and determine which strate- 
gies are and are not working. 

These two changes are unlikely to lead to large num- 
bers of schools exiting restructuring immediately. 
Therefore, federal and state officials need to consider 
policies to address schools that remain in restructuring. 
Because implementing school reform initiatives takes 
more than one year, these policies should not involve 
making changes every year, but instead should involve 
monitoring implementation, allowing promising 
strategies time to work, and changing course when 
strategies are clearly ineffective. 

Finally, as more schools exit restructuring, state and dis- 
trict officials should work to help the schools maintain 
student achievement. Findings from our case study 
schools suggest that taking restructuring supports away 
prematurely could be detrimental to schools. States and 
districts should help schools adequately plan to replace 
these funds and services and should continue to funnel 
funds and services to these schools until other sources 
of needed support are found. 
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